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REMARKS 

Claims 1-21 are pending in this application. Claims 14-21 have been withdrawn from 
further consideration. By this amendment, claims 2 and 3 have been amended to overcome a 
rejection under 35 U.S.C. §112, 2"^ paragraph, and three replacement drawing sheets have 
been submitted to correct original Figures 1-3. Reconsideration in view of the foregoing 
amendments and following remarks is respectfully requested. 
I. Informalities. 

The Office Action objects to the specification stating that the lengthy specification has 
not been checked to the extent necessary to determine the presence of all possible minor 
errors. After careful review of the specification, applicants have failed to discover any minor 
errors. Applicants therefore request that either the objection be substantiated with specific 
reference to such errors or the objection be withdrawn. 
IL Drawing Objections. 

The Office Action objects to Figure 1 for failure to include a "Prior Art" legend, and 
for failure to include reference number 18 (field region); and objects to Figure 2 because 
reference number 100b is used to designate both a field region and an active region. In 
response to the objection to Figure 1, a substitute drawing sheet has been submitted that adds 
a prior art label and includes reference number 18. In response to the objection to Figure 2, a 
substitute drawing sheet has been submitted that removes elements 100b from the figure and 
correctly attaches reference number 130a to the access gates. In addition, a substitute 
drawing sheet for Figure 3 has been submitted that adds the reference number 100a to the 
active region below the access gates 130a. Applicants have also submitted replacement 
drawing sheets for Figures 5, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13 and 15 to be consistent with changes made to 
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Figures 1-3. Therefore, Applicants respectfiilly request that the drawing changes made in the 
replacement drawing sheets be approved and all outstanding objections to the drawings be 
withdrawn. 

m. Claim Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §112, l"** paragraph. 

The Office Action rejects claims 3 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. §112, 2""^ paragraph. 
Specifically, these claims were rejected on the assertion that independent claim 1 specifies 
that the width of each of the first self-aUgned contact regions is larger than a width of each of 
the second self-aligned contact regions, while claim 3 states that a ratio of the width of the 
first self-aligned contact region to the width of the second self-aligned contact region is 
between about 1 .0 to 1 .2, thus appearing to violate the requirement of claim 1 . Claim 4 is 
rejected based on its dependence upon claim 3. 

In response to this rejection. Applicants have amended claim 3 to specify that the 
width of the first self-aHgned contact region to the width of the second self-aligned contact 
region is "in a range from greater than 1.0 up to approximately 1.2" to specify that that the 
ratio must be greater than 1 . Applicants have also amended claim 4 to replace "abouf ' with 
"approximately." Applicants note that that these amendments are not intended to forfeit any 
claim scope, but rather to make the scope of the dependent claims consistent with that of the 
independent claims. 

In view of these amendments, Applicants respectfully request that the rejection of 
claims 3 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. §112, 2"^ paragraph, be withdrawn. 
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IV. Rejections under 35 U.S.C. §§102(b) and 103(a) 

The Office Action rejects claims 1, 5 and 8 under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) over U.S. Patent 
5,828,096 to Ohno et al. (hereinafter the "Ohno patent"); rejects claims 2 and 9-13 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) over the Ohno patent in view of U.S. Patent 6,300,656 to Ema et al. 
(hereinafter "the Ema patent"); rejects claims 3 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the 
Ohno patent; and rejects claims 6 and 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the Ohno patent in 
view of U.S. Patent 6,362,506 to Miyai (hereinafter "the Miyai patent"). Applicants 
respectfiiUy traverse the rejections. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 1, 5, and 8 over the Ohno patent, AppHcants 
respectfiilly submit that the Ohno patent fails to disclose or suggest a memory cell of a 
semiconductor device, comprising a substrate having active regions and field regions, a gate 
layer formed over the substrate, the gate layer including a pluralitv of access gates formed 
over the active regions of the substrate and a pluralitv of pass gates formed over the field 
regions of the substrate, first self-aligned contact regions (BC SAC region) formed between 
adjacent pass gates and access gates, and second self-aligned contact regions (DC SAC 
region) formed between adjacent access gates, wherein a width of each of the first self- 
aligned contact regions is larger than a width of each of the second self-aligned contact 
regions, as recited in independent claim 1 as well as claims 5 and 8. 

In contrast to the invention defined by claim 1, the DRAM memory device described 
in the Ohno patent is a memory device intended to prevent short-circuiting between the gate 
electrode and word line. This is accomplished by making the etching rate of a first insulation 
layer and a second insulation layer covering the electrode lower than the etching rate of a 
third insulating layer. Thus, the bit line 19 can be coimected to the impurity diffusion region 
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7 (source/drains) without short circuiting the electrode 4. Note that Prior Art Figures 16 and 
17 of the Ohno patent are nearly identical to Figure 1 (illustrating the invention) but for the 
additional insulating layers over the electrode 4 isolating it from the conductor 17 contacting 
the bit 19. 

The Office Action asserts that the structure described in the Ohno patent includes a 
gate layer including a plurality of access gates formed over the active regions of the substrate 
and a plurality of pass gates formed over the field regions of the substrate. The Office Action 
equates the gate electrode and anti-reflection film 4, 5 to the gate layer of the claimed 
invention, the transistors 50 to the plurality of access gates, and the electrode formed over the 
oxide film 2 to the plurality of pass gates. 

Applicants strenuously disagree with this characterization of memory cell described in 
the Ohno patent. While the Ohno patent does illustrate a memory cell including several gate 
electrodes, there is no support in the Ohno patent for the allegation that electrodes 4 in 
transistors 50 are access gates and the electrode 4 over the oxide film are the pass gates. 
Figure 1 of the Ohno patent only illustrates a single electrode, thus it is not equivalent to "a 
plurality of pass gates" as recited in claim 1 . Furthermore, the Ohno patent fails to disclose 
or even suggest that making the width of the self-aligned contact region between the adjacent 
pass gates and access gates greater than the width the self-aligned contact region between 
adjacent access gates will improve a self-aligned contact margin, or that having the pass gate 
size larger than the access gate will reduce the word line resistance. The memory cell of the 
Ohno patent merely adds extra insulating layers over the word line (gate electrode) having 
different etching rates than the material used to form the contact hole 15 to prevent short 
circuiting. 
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Therefore, because the Ohno patent fails to teach each and every claim element 
explicitly or inherently as is required in rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b), Applicants 
respectfully submit that claims 1, 5 and 8 are patentable over the Ohno patent. Accordingly, 
favorable reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1, 5 and 8 is respectfully 
requested. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 3 and 4 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the Ohno 
patent. Applicants respectfully submit that the Ohno patent as applied to these claims fails to 
supply the deficiencies of Ohno as applied to independent claim a as discussed above. 
Accordingly, favorable reconsideration and withdrawal of this rejection is respectfully 
requested. 

Regarding the rejection of claims 2 and 9-13 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over the Ohno 
patent in view of the Ema patent and the rejection of claims 6 and 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
over the Ohno patent in view of the Miyai patent, applicants respectfully submit that neither 
the Ema patent nor the Miyai patent, relied on to reject the various dependent claim features, 
supply the deficiencies of the Ohno patent with respect to independent claim 1 as discussed 
above. Accordingly, favorable reconsideration and withdrawal of these rejections is 
respectfully requested. 
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V. Conclusion 

Applicants submit that this application is in condition for allowance. Favorable 
reconsideration and prompt allowance of claims 1-13 are respectfully requested. 

If the Examiner believes that additional discussions or information might advance the 
prosecution of the instant application, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at 
the telephone number listed below to expedite resolution of any outstanding issues. 

In view of the foregoing amendments and remarks, reconsideration of this application 
is earnestly solicited, and an early and favorable further action upon all pending claims is 
hereby requested. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Date: March 14, 2005 



Lee, Sterba & Morse, P.C. 

1101 Wilson Boulevard, Suite 2000 

Arlington, va 22209 

703.525.0978 TEL 

703.525.4265 FAX 




PETITION and 
DEPOSIT ACCOUNT CHARGE AUTHORIZATION 

This document and any concurrently filed papers are believed to be timely. Should any extension of the term be 
required, applicant hereby petitions the Director for such extension and requests that any applicable petition fee 
be charged to Deposit Account No. 50-1645 . 

If fee payment is enclosed, this amount is believed to be correct. However, the Director is hereby authorized to 
charge any deficiency or credit any overpayment to Deposit Account No. 50-1645 . 

Any additional fee(s) necessary to effect the proper and timely filing of the accompanying-papers may also be 
charged to Deposit Account No. 50-1645 . 
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REPLACEMENT DRAWING SHEETS 
See 10 attached replacement drawing sheets illustrating Figures 1-3, 5, 7, 8, 10, 12, 13 
and 15 of the original specification. 



